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PER CURI AM

Johnny Ray Grahamappeal s the district court's order revoki ng
his term of supervised release and sentencing himto serve 14
nont hs i nprisonnent. Graham admtted that he violated the condi -
tions of his supervised rel ease by using cocai ne and narijuana and
failing to make regul ar paynents to the court to di scharge hi s spe-

cial assessnent. Grahanmis attorney has filed a brief in accordance

wth Anders v. California, 386 U.S. 738 (1967), suggesting that the
district court abused its discretion in sentencing himat the high
end of the 8-14 nonth revocation range. United States Sentencing

Conmm ssi on, CGuidelines Manual, §8 7B1.4(a), p.s. (Nov. 1994). G aham

was notified of hisright to file a supplenental brief but has not
done so.
This court lacks jurisdictiontoreviewa sentence whichfalls

within a properly calculated guideline range. United States V.

Porter, 909 F.2d 789, 794 (4th G r. 1990). W find that the range
was properly cal cul at ed. Consequently, the district court's discre-
tionary decision to sentence G ahamat the top of the range i s not
revi enwabl e.

I n accordance with Anders, we have exam ned the entire record
inthis case and find no neritorious issues for appeal. The revoca-
tion order and sentence are therefore affirnmed. Defense counsel's
notion towthdrawis denied at this tine. This court requires that
counsel informhis client, inwiting, of hisright to petitionthe
Suprenme Court of the United States for further review |If the

client requests that a petition be filed, but counsel believes that
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such a petition would be frivol ous, then counsel may agai n nove in
this court for leave to withdraw from representati on. Counsel's
notion nust state that a copy thereof was served on the client.
We di spense with oral argunment because the facts and | ega
contentions are adequately presented in the record and briefs, and

oral argunent would not aid the decisional process.
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